MEMORANDUM

To: Laura Whelan Date: March 30, 2006
Dorn-Platz & Company

From: Sarah Drobis, P.E. &=% ,,4; LLG Ref: 1-043514-1
Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engificers Lincoln Crossing

Project
, Shared Parking Analysis
Subject:

Fitness Center Site

As requested, Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers (LLG) has prepared this revised
shared parking analysis for the Fitness Center Site of the proposed Lincoln Crossing
project. This revised parking analysis is needed to reflect changes to the proposed

project description.

The Fitness Center Site is located east of Lincoln Avenue, between Woodbury Road
and Acacia Street. A parking permit was issued for the previously approved project,
which included a 37,000 square-foot 24-Hour Fitness facility, 18,400 square feet of
retail floor area and seven residential apartment dwelling units, along with a total
parking supply of 249 spaces. We understand that the project description has been
modified to include two additional dwelling units and a restaurant use with 1,223
square feet of building floor area. The modified site plan includes a total parking
supply of 246 spaces (i.e., three fewer spaces than the previously approved project).

The current Fitness Center Site consists of the development of a 37,000 square-foot
24-Hour Fitness facility, 17,208 square feet of retail floor area, 1,223 square feet of
restaurant floor area, and nine residential apartment dwelling units. A total of 246
parking spaces is planned to be provided on the Fitness Center Site in above ground
and subterranean parking levels.

Briefly, it is concluded that the proposed parking supply is forecast to satisfy the peak
parking demand. The peak shared parking demand of the Fitness Center Site is 246
parking spaces. With recognition of the shared parking concept that reflects changes
in parking demand over time for different land uses and adjustments to account for
walk-in and transit patronage, the parking supply is anticipated to accommodate the
peak parking demand for the Fitness Center Site. Parking demand management
measures, including a parking monitoring program and a Transportation Demand
Management program, are recommended to encourage ridesharing and the use of
alternative transportation modes (e.g., walking, bicycling, transit, etc.), which would
lessen the peak parking demand for the project.
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It is recognized that the peak parking demand for fitness centers occurs on weekdays,
while the parking demand during weekend conditions is significantly less. Since the
peak (or highest) parking demand for the Fitness Center Site would occur on a
weekday, no weekend analysis is needed.

Recommended Parking Measures
Although the parking demand analysis outlined above indicates that the proposed

parking supply is anticipated to meet the peak parking demand, implementation of a
parking monitoring program and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
program are recommended to encourage the use of alternative transportation modes
(e.g., walking, bicycling, transit, etc.) and ridesharing.

The parking monitoring program could include parking accumulation surveys on site
to determine the actual peak parking demand at the site and an assessment of the
parking supply to meet the peak parking demands. Should the parking monitoring
program indicate a parking shortfall during peak periods (i.e., 5:00 PM on a
weekday), the applicant would review alternatives to provide additional parking
spaces (i.e., tandem parking, valet/assisted parking, etc.).

It is also recommended that a TDM plan be implemented. TDM includes measures
that will decrease the number of vehicular trips and parking spaces required by
persons traveling to the site by offering specific facilities, services and actions
designed to increase the use of alternative transportation modes (e.g., walking,
bicycling, transit, etc.) and ridesharing. The TDM for employees could include
providing incentives to use alternative modes of transportation such as providing
transit subsidies, travel information kiosks and displays situated in common areas,
working with project site tenants to produce and distribute alternative travel mode and
rideshare opportunities information to employees, providing bicycle parking spaces
and/or racks, providing preferential parking for employee car/vanpools, etc. These
TDM strategies will provide opportunities to reduce parking demand and automobile
dependency, as well as to promote alternative travel modes.
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Code Parking Requirement
The County of Los Angeles Municipal Code (County Code) parking rates applicable

to the project are as follows:

e Apartment component: 1.5 covered spaces plus
0.5 uncovered parking spaces per dwelling unit

e Retail component: 1.0 parking space for every 250 square feet

e Fitness Center component: 1.0 parking space per three occupants
(as determined by the County Department of

Building and Safety)

¢ Restaurant component: 1.0 parking space per three occupants
(as determined by the County Department of

Building and Safety)

The occupant load for each individual area within the restaurant use (i.e., kitchen,
dining area, etc.) was reviewed and approved by the County Department of Building
and Safety. For purposes of determining parking requirements for the proposed
restaurant use, an occupant load of 30 people has been identified. A copy of the
approved occupant load for the restaurant use is attached to this memorandum as
Appendix A for reference. As outlined in the approved parking permit for the site,
the County Department of Building and Safety identified an occupant load of 570
people for purposes of determining parking demand for the fitness center component.

The calculated parking requirement for the Fitness Center Site using the County Code
parking rates is shown in Table A. As shown, the apartment component has a
requirement of 18 parking spaces; the retail component has a requirement of 69
parking spaces; the restaurant component has a requirement of 10 spaces, and the
fitness center component has a requirement of 190 parking spaces. Thus, based on
the County Code parking rates, a total of 287 parking spaces are required for the
Fitness Center Site. Based on the comparison of the County Code requirement and
the proposed parking supply of 246 spaces, a shortfall of 41 parking spaces is
calculated. By comparison, the approved parking permit for the original project
description allows for the reduction of 30 spaces from the County Code parking
requirement for the site. The 11-space difference between the proposed and approved
parking permit is primarily associated with the two additional residential dwelling
units (i.e., four additional spaces required), the conversion of retail use to restaurant
use (i.e., four additional spaces required), and the loss of three parking spaces to
address County staff concemns regarding site access and circulation.
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Shared Parking Demand Analysis

The concept of shared parking is widely recognized within the transportation
planning industry and accounts for the changes in parking demand over time for
different types of land uses within a mixed-use project. Shared parking analyses are
used to determine the peak parking demand for a combination of uses that might
share parking spaces (i.e., fitness center, restaurant and retail uses for the project).
Shared parking analyses account for hourly variations in parking demand, while the
County Code parking requirements sum the peak parking demand for each use to
determine the required number of parking spaces. The shared parking analysis has
been prepared based on methodologies contained in Shared Parking, 2" Edition,

2005 published by the Urban Land Institute (ULI).

This shared parking demand analysis takes into account the hourly variation in
parking demand of the planned 24-Hour Fitness facility, retail and restaurant uses.
The parking spaces for the residential component will be reserved and, thus, are
assumed to be 100 percent occupied throughout the day. As in the approved parking
permit, the hourly parking accumulation factors for the 24-Hour Fitness facility were
based on studies conducted by LLG of existing 24-Hour Fitness facilities in Southern
California. The hourly parking accumulation factors for the restaurant and retail uses
were based on weekday (i.e., Monday-Thursday) hourly parking accumulation
percentages provided for Shopping Center and Fast-Food Restaurant land uses
outlined in Table 2-5 of Shared Parking.

It is important to note that the shared parking requirement alone does not account for
parking reductions to reflect patrons traveling to the site via non-automobile modes of
transportation (i.e., walk-in or transit). The project site is located in an area with
adjacent residential neighborhoods and commercial uses that are within walking
distance to the site. Transit routes are provided in the area, with stops located
adjacent to the project site along Lincoln Avenue. It is conservatively estimated that
approximately 10 percent of the patrons and employees of the site would walk or use
existing public transit to the project from adjacent residential neighborhoods and
commercial areas. Therefore, an adjustment to account for walk-in and transit
patronage has been incorporated into this parking demand analysis.

The weekday shared parking analysis for the Fitness Center Site is provided in Table
B. The parking demand for each individual land use (i.e., fitness center, retail,
residential and restaurant) is provided in the attached Appendix B (see Appendix
Tables B1-B4). As shown in Table B, the peak shared parking demand for the
Fitness Center Site occurs at 5:00 PM when 246 parking spaces are needed. Thus, the
parking supply of 246 spaces is anticipated to meet the peak parking demand for the

Fitness Center Site.
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Findings and Conclusions

e The peak shared parking demand of the Fitness Center Site is 246 parking spaces.
Thus, the parking supply of 246 spaces is anticipated to meet the peak parking
demand for the Fitness Center Site.

e With recognition of the shared parking concept that reflects changes in parking
demand over time for different land uses and adjustments to account for walk-in
and transit patronage, the parking supply is anticipated to accommodate the peak
parking demand for the Fitness Center Site.

o Implementation of parking demand management measures, including a parking
monitoring program and TDM program, are recommended to encourage
ridesharing and the use of alternative transportation modes (e.g., walking,
bicycling, transit, etc.), which would lessen the peak parking demand for the

project.
Please call to discuss any questions or comments regarding this parking analysis.

c.  Chris Johnson/Dale Brown, ONYX
File
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Table A
COUNTY CODE PARKING REQUIREMENT

FITNESS CENTER SITE

Lincoln Crossing Project
03/20/2006

PROPOSED PARKING PARKING
USE SIZE RATE [1] REQUIREMENT
Apartment 9 DU 1.5 covered plus 18 spaces
0.5 uncovered spaces

Retail 17,208 SF 1.0 space per 250 SF 69 spaces
24-Hour Fitness 570 Occe. [2] 1.0 space per 3 occupants 190 spaces
Restaurant 30 Oce. [2] 1.0 space per 3 occupants 10 spaces
CODE PARKING REQUIREMENT 287 spaces

{1] Parking rates based on County of Los Angeles Municipal Code.
[2] Occupancy determined by the County of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety

for parking purposes.
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APPENDIX A

OccUPANT LOADS DETERMINED BY THE COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY

I .

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-043514-1
Lincoln Crossing-Fitness Center Site

OMJOB_FILEM S thyparking fitness: Appendix Cover-Fitness Site.doc



I

oV

RN LEE

OGO AR I
]

prIe

T

LTy

i e v e

T
I | NVId3ls

RN SRR
v
RN Yo

TR TRE
il

ANVHOVND SSINLE
NVId LIS

116 VIN¥OUNYD YNIOVLIY
LS VEIVIY - (4 AUBINNM * JAV NN

DNISSORD NTODNIT

YNIOYLTY
I
D G G | e
iSRG | i
LT i | o
(l._ L | o
o]

STTI6 VD 'YN3QVSvd
$Z00S X086 '0°d
QA8 3A0UD SONYYO'S 01T
“JT1 ONISS0YD NTOINTT
YNIQVLTY

CEON PN TR BHOKE

DNINNVI % JHLLOZLHONY

S3LVIVOSEY B
LLHOM AT On3

SUUN GOTEVY RITIN 3t

SLOILIHOYY XANO

KA
NG

>

oo (53

210 o FEnarm ()
sz ()
B
Rt

ASVAINS DRIV

£TUCE NOLLTIS AT IIYINOIA SY
QIONOU 36 TIVHS HOUI3LONS
N131S3A34 ABYHOANIL
SBLON

NVUINIOVES QROMUY T35

ONIQVED

SINTMAIORS SHVIIN

SANIT AL3dONd
YTV ONV SIOW2F INREIEANT

AHFIORS 3518 MO STHRIINLS ONY SONKIROS
DI TV ¥ AN IS B CVIY € 411N

SONIQUNG

NP IEM AUV SHYINT
35 SEE BRIV QWIS V10!
AT R QIO ST
A LTHIE = VIS 101

CUP L35S T
BN BYVISTIVYE STV

ONIdVISANYT

STVIT SEmISOSITIVIS £
A SRR TN § DT

ORI

SIS USE = SINVHLDOU VIS 1
DMVHTOU S ~QVOLNETDO
D LIE  AUNDI STV

O OMANE

ST ELV - VEATVAVIOONIT B INLRY

TONDNION

SISATYNY DNDI¥Vd

DSOS TEN INDHR INYOV Y

HATE AORD KINYRC NDS 0tz
WSTIOUY INVDHAIY

IHONBSOLI NI YNIOVLY
PNV AR

NOLLYWHOINT INVDIddY

ORI 4 510Y

prefeem
NOLLJINDS3IA 1yD31
10011 V3 YMIOVEY

XA m

15 YOV v

VN ¥

“PUT, LT AT, Y

SSTIAAY 145 103f0ud

;
S

£

/4

i1

oy

E=

T

IO

ORTY YA MV e g

7

L
augabuann

R

@ @

ouanon
T

EE -
ﬁ ..
3
,n_ B

_— s

o s
ontamon
“Tro e

e/

ey
Prietion

A

7
aHIgNNY

%—l‘.‘. ﬁcﬁ.aﬁ.% i1 i
9] _me T
MWWWHIII!- sl i
T
i T
i ) §
i Ty
1 Tii
=S T :
1 T
1 T
TiT
T T
V% BT T
i H il
]

=

_

AR e

N
o .
N\
O\ -
N
N\
! o o o \
| ~
t N
waarS | {
| I
e 1 b
P | [ =
r DHigung | [
N 5 -
[P
=
s.%aansm.s =
(5 By

SH1alAg

Hﬁni

210

753297

K
I
-y

-

5

NTOSNTT

"

Vet 3
NIV

=3

VIOVOV &7 =




TONBRIGIAE T |
m MI _\ . —\< 1 | NVId HOO'14 18414 TIVLIHIVIOHINNOD
g s

| T
o it
:
e
o
e
L»\ll[‘l‘.'i R i B
o S e r——
IR T e ST R ©
MRIZEN YL NOUHLONM Tand 19 S WY @
UNVIOVND 553N L) 3 =
- —
e
YOOH 15813
£ ONICTING

G @ ® @ o
10416 VIHUGH YD VIOV ~ - K .
15 VORIV~ CF AWTHOOGN - 1AY NICONI

ONISSOED N10ONIT
YNIOYLTY

(=)

ol ]

FEr

I
vie Ry THNATIVIEY 3,
e

STO0S X08 "0'd

I o [ T {
GAT8 SA0YD FONVHO'S 01T ' F— i ! NN
*OT1 ONISSOUD NTODNTT = \
WYNIAVLTY

A

STTI6 V3 'YNaGvsvd &= ¥ . S

~

() (=)

—

ONINNYId 7 FHILIILHONY _

SALVIDOSSY R
1HDIUM GAOTT O3

[gtvagiy
ward

wanes 4

SLDELIHDYY XANO

XN
NO




W. L FunLYHS

% (avyn Liad A8
,1.\\\.\\\ i g ivanddo Janassy
QM D< __.Uz,nwﬁ,uuo mommt.

| - 040 ANaned0 Emﬁwwmd

SOV S ol iEBLA0

o rOu-rFTEALIND O DIV YO IO TS -
ik TIuasaq 3@ Jshn

ESYID HONGIFY NOCIHIZYE DIt ALTHESI ~
FUPLI0 204 BIWUICIMHYN Ot ¥30M
WYV ATRAND 3] LI MICTING OhY 0L =
IS AN, SAVMENG 3 Of Juv SIOLVIUQIES B003G -
3% 0 TD AR A 3 8L SHOSIIMD T —
T TAUIUD FETWA T 4] CAMAS WAV ¥ woavy -
F003 W K0 3T 38 UTTISHS
SRAUSAS HOUTAIN Iy 0¥ THORS ‘SEANCMTMINT -
"300% TYO0T i34 3D A9 UITIVIEN SLHON AINDEIT ~
B WI0Y p ID L0 QIIVISNS SIHON 1RF -
“LROIN TYEIO L8 IRYE 01X T/ %
UMV CIATNA) XD 5 1 1V VI mholsra
i GIHO030 {OTH0M Snvil N} GHVIS H00T VHOIORDEd ~
“QMvren) I YRAG 30 JSTA) BASO00 NUYR OMY B0LYMIO0UTD
FHL 180ddAS U1 TWHIS WIRIITE SNy 02 010A O ranion
CIGUDINNOT 1d3 T/t QHY SIUNNS XD i
NI T OF) s 0333 TN HRVA TNRODM LT/ STROR e M

Y00 SHOMYANTY 145 Nits MINADD 35ViASE ANGNd L
ey L4 ;
& M ,

¢
i
:
i

Lt
vr.r.r.a\n [

s
)

IRSHI ONUHOOM 56 HGt o0 NOUYTIVISH GUsl) T RODWOYE
JHL MG GILROGN S HOGE0 ININEOYId AYORISIS VXI~VI0D AB
WIYN dfAS VOOS DL TQXLMYIN 5 NOUYTIVISH 03 LNGmI0vie
MNENNOXIY I SIOVEIATI ISNFAG 1vith STHALS M3H Ty M
QINNOFH 51 FASAS MBI vHIRY HILYN STId-DRS TIUON oy -
RGN HOYI 3A09Y
ORNGS B DAYSE) 38 01 508 MOuSY TYHLIII Gno -
X080 pOLI0E O GIENSYIN SIHSGH {FUND WORLEND -
V0L 5 s o -

SHEON TYYANAD

J”

i 5
R

! » WADHddY VNI SY

GINGISNGD 38 0L 10M 34V aNY

ATHO MIATY HOJ 3uV SNV 3S3HLL
“AON

GNYId 40 138 YW v QNUSINOEN 380438

SROISNIAIG TW AJIE3A o1 05TV ONY 53000 W01

ML 51330 MY 03S0J0Nd WL HIHLIHA LIE3A OL
SHOITESSNE HUWIH ¥ OMIOVNE WOOT HLM ORISR NIHHA
ONWVHD 30%dIN0 SIHL 32NN 0p 3un5 38 38Y3id —0/s 8-t

FRLON

-81/5L ©
/G L-E:

SNV I ETLTHG ¥ SUILSTED O
iR AAHAEIA 30 15 SHOISAMIT T

NFION ANMId ]

18 v

900z WIST ANVONYT

i

e

IS 2=

e
gziet RIS 74 s
+ 3ma Sein

YIAN3S LMY

Lt

I N
===

>t

V3 YNIOYLIW
AUNSN00M F HIOOND

sewery 31y

VO3NW Y238

LdFONOD FHOLS

TNWYHG 5L 1501510 THA DHDV.) 40 LI00
OUOH SNOISHIND NILLBA M1 0L ¥30H
Wvld HODU St T3S JOH DG TGN 38V

oyl
'r.u_\. Lt e

I/ O g

PELLLSE7
Tame seme ae

/8

- B/L b
ks SRR




APPENDIX B

WEEKDAY SHARED PARKING DEMAND
WORKSHEETS

Y

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers

LLG Ref. 1-043514-1
Lincoln Crossing-Fitness Center Site
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Appendix Table B-1

SHOPPING CENTER (TYPICAL DAYS)
WEEKDAY SHARED PARKING DEMAND ANALYSIS [1]
Lincoln Crossing-Fitness Site

Month:
Land Use Shopping Center (Typical Days)
Size 17.2 KSF
Pkg Rate[2] 4.0 /KSF
Gross 69 Spaces
Spaces 56 Guest Spec. 13 Emp. Spc. Shared
Time % Of # Of % Of # Of Parking

of Day Peak [3] [4] Spaces Peak [3] [4] Spaces Demand
6:00 AM 1% 1 9% 1 2
7:00 AM 5% 3 14% 2 5
8:00 AM 14% 8 36% 5 13
9:00 AM 32% 18 68% 9 27
10:00 AM 59% 33 77% 10 43
11:00 AM 77% 43 86% 11 54
12:00 PM 86% 48 90% 12 60
1:00 PM 90% 50 90% 12 62
2:00 PM 86% 48 90% 12 60
3:00 PM 81% 45 90% 12 57
4:00 PM 81% 45 90% 12 57
5:00 PM 86% 48 86% 11 59
6:00 PM 86% 48 86% 11 59
7:00 PM 86% 48 86% 11 59
8:00 PM 72% 40 81% 11 51
9:00 PM 45% 25 68% 9 34
10:00 PM 27% 15 36% 5 20
11:00 PM 9% 5 14% 2 7
12:00 AM 0% 0 0% 0

Notes:;

[1] Source: ULI- Urban Land Institute "Shared Parking", Second Edition, 2005.

[2] Parking rates based on County of Los Angeles Municipal Code.

[3] Hourly parking accumulation percentages based on Table 2-5 of the Shared Parking
Manual.

[4] Percentage of peak parking demand factors reflect relationships between weekday
parking demand ratios and peak parking demand ratios, as summarized in Table 2-2 of the
Shared Parking Manual.



Appendix Table B-2

FAST-FOOD RESTAURANT

WEEKDAY SHARED PARKING DEMAND ANALYSIS [1]
Lincoln Crossing-Fitness Site

Month:
Land Use Fast-Food Restaurant
Size [2] 30.0 Occupants
Pkg Rate[3] 1.0 /3 Occupants
Gross 10 Spaces
Spaces 9 Guest Spe. 1 Emp. Spc. Shared
Time % Of #Of % Of #0f Parking
of Day Peak [4] [5] Spaces Peak {4] [5] Spaces Demand
6:00 AM 5% 0 15% 0 0
7:00 AM 10% 1 20% 0 1
8:00 AM 20% 2 30% 0 2
9:00 AM 30% 3 40% 0 3
10:00 AM 55% 5 75% 1 6
11:00 AM 85% 8 100% 1 9
12:00 PM 100% 9 100% 1 10
1:00 PM 100% 9 100% 1 10
2:00 PM 90% 8 95% 1 9
3:00 PM 60% 5 70% 1 6
4:00 PM 55% 5 60% 1 6
5:00 PM 60% 5 70% 1 6
6:00 PM 85% 8 90% 1 9
7:00 PM 80% 7 90% 1 8
8:00 PM 50% 5 60% 1 6
9:00 PM 30% 3 40% 0 3
10:00 PM 20% 2 30% 0 2
11:00 PM 10% 1 20% 0 1
12:00 AM 5% 0 20% 0 0
Notes:

[1] Source: ULI - Urban Land Institute “Shared Parking", Second Edition, 2005.

[2] Based on occupancy load determined for parking purposes that was reviewed and

approved by the County of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety.

[3] Parking rates based on County of Los Angeles Municipal Code.
[4] Hourly parking accumulation percertages based on Table 2-3 of the Shared Parking

Manual.

[5] Percentage of peak parking demand factors reflect relationships between weekday
parking demand ratios and peak parking demand ratios, as summarized in Table 2-2 of the

Shared Parking Manual.




Appendix Table B-3

HEALTH CLUB
WEEKDAY SHARED PARKING DEMAND ANALYSIS [1]

Lincoln Crossing-Fitness Site

Month:

Land Use Health Club

Size [2] 570.0 Occupants

Pkg Rate[3] 1.0 /3 Occupants
Gross 190 Spaces
Spaces 179 Guest Spec. 11 Emp. Spe. Shared
Time % Of #0Of % Of #Of Parking

of Day Peak [4] [5] Spaces Peak [4] [5] Spaces Demand
6:00 AM 31% 55 31% 3 58
7:00 AM 31% 55 31% 3 58
8:00 AM 26% 47 26% 3 50
9:00 AM 32% 57 32% 4 61
10:00 AM 32% 57 32% 4 61
11:00 AM 40% 72 40% 4 76
12:00 PM 47% 84 47% 5 89
1:00 PM 29% 52 29% 3 55
2:00 PM 25% 45 25% 3 48
3:00 PM 35% 63 35% 4 67
4:00 PM 60% 107 60% 7 114
5:00 PM 100% 179 100% 11 190
6:00 PM 88% 158 88% 10 168
7:00 PM 81% 145 81% 9 154
8:00 PM 57% 102 57% 6 108
9:00 PM 39% 70 39% 4 74
10:00 PM 27% 48 27% 3 51
11:00 PM 0% 0% 0 0
12:00 AM 0% 0% 0 0

Notes:

[1] Source: ULI - Urban Land Institute "Shared Parking", Second Edition, 2005.

[2] Based on occupancy load determined for parking purposes that was reviewed and

approved by the County of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety.

[3] Parking rates based on County of Los Angeles Municipal Code.
[4] Hourly parking accumulation percentages based on weekday hourly accumulation
percentages derived from studies conducted by LLG Engineers for similar, existing 24-Hour

Fitness facilities.

[5] Percentage of peak parking demand factors reflect relationships between weekday
parking demand ratios and peak parking demand ratios, as summarized in Table 2-2 of the

Shared Parking Manual.




Appendix Table B-4

RESIDENTIAL
WEEKDAY SHARED PARKING DEMAND ANALYSIS [1]
Lincoln Crossing-Fitness Site

Land Use Residential
Size 9 DU
Pkg Rate[2] 2.00 /DU
Gross 18 Spaces
Spaces 1 Guest Spe. 17 Reserved Shared
Time % Of # Of % Of # Of Parking
of Day Peak [3] [4] Spaces Pealk [3] [4] Spaces Demand
6:00 AM 100% 1 100% 17 18
7:00 AM 100% 1 100% 17 18
8:00 AM 100% 1 100% 17 18
9:00 AM 100% 1 100% 17 18
10:00 AM 100% 1 100% 17 18
11:00 AM 100% 1 100% 17 18
12:00 PM 100% 1 100% 17 18
1:00 PM 100% 1 100% 17 18
2:00 PM 100% 1 100% 17 18
3:00 PM 100% 1 100% 17 18
4:00 PM 100% 1 100% 17 18
5:00 PM 100% 1 100% 17 18
6:00 PM 100% 1 100% 17 18
7:00 PM 100% 1 100% 17 18
8:00 PM 100% 1 100% 17 18
9:00 PM 100% 1 100% 17 18
10:00 PM 100% 1 100% 17 18
11:00 PM 100% 1 100% 17 18
12:00 AM 100% 1 100% 17 18
Notes:

[1] Source: ULI - Urban Land Institute "Shared Parking", Second Edition, 2005.
[2] Parking rates based on County of Los Angeles Municipal Code.

[3] Hourly parking accumulation percentages based on the assumptions that parking for
residents is reserved.
[4] Percentage of peak parking demand factors reflect relationships between weekday
parking demand ratios and peak parking demand ratios, as summarized in Table 2-2 of the
Shared Parking Manual.




